THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Request by the Hawaiian Electric Co. to Burn
2.0% Sul fur Fuel G| at their Kahe Units #1-5

FROM Shel don Meyers, Director
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards

TO David P. Howekanp, Director
Ai r Managenent Division, Region | X

This is in response to your menoranda to ne concerning the inpact of
the PSD regul ations on Hawaiian Electric Co.'s (HECO s) desire to switch to
2.0% sul fur fuel oil at Kahe Units #1-5. In January 1979, your Region
issued a PSD pernmit to HECO for the construction of Unit #6 at their Kahe
Generating Station. As a condition of that permt, HECO agreed to limt the
sul fur in fuel conmbusted at Units #1-5 to 0.5% This linmt was deemed
necessary in order to prevent predicted violations of the SO2 NAAGS.

Prior to the actual startup of Unit #6, existing Units #1-5 actually
burned sonewhat |ess than the 2.0% sul fur oil. Since the startup of Unit
#6, these existing units have conplied with the 0.5% sul fur oil
requi renents. Over the past year, HECO has gathered actual air quality data
whi ch they contend shows that the sulfur in fuel limt for Units #1-5 could
be raised to 2.0% w thout violating the NAAQS for SO2. As a result of this
new data, HECO has requested Region I X to amend the 0.5% sul fur in fuel
conditions to 2.0% The Agency has determ ned that such a change in a PSD
permitted limt would constitute a major nodification and require the source
to undergo PSD revi ew.

Since that response has been transmitted to HECO an additi onal
question of applicability has arisen. That question is whether the 0.5%
limt can be anended to a | evel which would provide for no significant net
cont enpor aneous i ncrease over the source's actual SO2 em ssions prior to
burning 0.5% sul fur oil in a manner to avoid triggering a full PSD review.
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A review of the PSD regul ations reveals that a major nodification wll
occur as a result of " any physical change in or change in the nethod
of operation of a major stationary that would result in a significant net
em ssions increase of any pollutant regul ated under the act." It has
previously been determ ned that the proposed switch in pernmitted levels will
qualify as a change in the nmethod of operation. The next question is
whether it will result in a significant net em ssions increase. Net
eni ssi ons i ncrease neans,

"t he anobunt by which the sumof the follow ng exceeds zero:
(a) Any increase in actual em ssions froma particular
physi cal change or change in method of operation at a
stationary source; and

(b) Any other increases and decreases in actual em ssions at
the source that are contenporaneous with the particul ar
change and are otherw se creditable."

Cont enpor aneous i s defined as,

". . . occur(ing) between:



(a) The date five years before construction on the
particul ar chance commences; and

(b) The date that the increase fromthe particul ar change
occurs. "

An increase or decrease in actual em ssions is creditable

" only if the Administrator has not relied on it in
issuing a permt for the source under this section, which
pernmit is in effect when the increase in actual em ssions
fromthe particul ar change occurs.”

Since the proposed increase, that is the chance fromO0.5%to sone
hi gher level, will occur within five years of the time when Units #1-5
switched to 0.5% such decrease can be consi dered cont enporaneous for PSD
purposes. In order for such a decrease to be acceptable, it nust also be
creditable. Since the issuance of the original PSD permt to HECO was
conditioned on Units #1-5 agreeing to burn 0.5%sul fur fuel, it nust be
concluded that EPA relied on this decrease in issuing the original permt.
The preanble to the August 7, 1980 regul ations states at page 52701:

. a reviewing authority 'relies' on an increase or
decrease when, after taking the increase or decrease
into account, it concludes that the proposed project
woul d not cause or contribute to a violation of an

i ncrenent or anbi ent standard.”
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The facts in this case, as described in your nenorandumclearly state
that the requirenent to burn 0.5%sulfur fuel in Units #1-5 was consi dered
necessary to pretend predicted violations of the SO2 NAAQ@S. Further,
addi tional sources have been or are being permtted also in reliance on

HECO s continued conpliance with the 0.5% sul fur fuel oil requirenent of the

existing permt. Therefore, any attenpt on the part of HECO to increase
their sulfur in fuel levels such that there will be a significant increase
in SO2 em ssions will require a PSD permt.

Thi s response has been coordinated with the Ofice of General Counsel
and they concur in its findings. Should you choose to discuss this matter
further, please contact ne.

cc: Darryl Tyler
Bi || Pederson
M ke Trutna
Pet er Wckof f
Davi d Rochlin



